- . - - B F-)
- ~
s . . . » . .
N . . . )
. Y -
. :

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 227 522 ) ' CS 504 130
. ) - : J
AUTHOR ‘Ivie, Robert L. _ _
» TITLE ' Speaking "Common Sense" about the Soviet Threat: -
. . Reagan's Rhetorical Stance. o
PUB DATE- Feb 83 o
NOTE 20p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Western Speech Communication Association

*.  {(Albuguerque, NM, February 19-22, 1983).
PUB TYPE _ Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Viewpoints (120)
' -= Reports - Research/Technical (143) ' .

" "EDRS PRICE ‘MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. «
DESCRIPTORS Communication Research: Discourse Analysis; Foreign
‘ _Countries; *Foreign Policy; *Metaphors; *Persuasive
Discourse; *Political Influences; Political Issues;
' - Presidents; *Rhetorical Criticism : .
* IDENTIFIERS *Political Rhetoric; *Reagan (Ronald); USSR .

ABSTRACT : ,

. ' " Although for the 15 years preceding his election as
resident of the United States Ronald Reagan muted his anti-Soviet

rhetoric in order to achieve political power, since his election he

has returned to anti-Sovietism in-an effort to redirect American

foreign policy against the Soviets. At the same time, however; he .

employs a rhetorical strategy that stresses the essential

. rationality, the "common sense,” of his approach. Specifically, his
most important imdge, one of Soviet savagery, extends to three
issues: the extent of the Soviet threat, America's proper response,
,and the possibility of peace in a nuclear world. In addition to
explicit use of this metaphor, Reagan regularly reintroduces it
through a number of vehicles that place the Soviets in eight general
categories as: (1) inanimate and physical, (2) animals, (3)
primitives, (4) machines, (5) criminals, (6) mentally disturbed, (7)
fanatics and ideologues, .and (8) satanic and profane. Reagan presents
these images not as metaphor, but as literal truth. As with other
metaphors, this image is a way of seeing the facts that also shapes
the facts that are seen. Replacing.complexity with simplicity, the
metaphor rejects as irrelevant or unimportant information that does
not fit within its scheme. Finally, Reagan's relaxed personna
reinforces the idea that the imagery of savagery and its corollaries
forin the only sensible perspective on the Soviet Union. (JL)

***********************************************************************

* Reproductions’gﬁbplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* - from the original document. o *
***********************************************************************




Q

P
v
Y]

_ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A}
-
—g™

@)

L

0 : U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EQUCATION v
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION ' -

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
. -~

CENTEP}. (ERIC)
Trus document has been reproduced as
receved trom the person af organization

ongmating it .
Mot changes have been made to improve

repmd.uuhun quaity

o Points of view or opiion
- muant daé not nm"essunly represant officiat NIE

pusitiun ar policy

Speaking "Common Sense" About the Soviet Threat:
Reagan's Rhetorical Stance o

- Ry
Rohert L. Ivie
Department- of Communications -

Washington State University
Puliman, Washington 99164

Rhetoric and Public Address Interest Gr .
Hestern Speech Communication Associatigﬂp
54th Annual Convention o
Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Fehruary 20, 1983

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE-THIS
MATERIAL. HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Robert L. Ivie

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
- INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

< stated in this docu
A




-

Speaking "Common Sense" About the Soviet Threat:
Reagan's Rhetorical Stance

Abstract
This paper examines the symbolic resources drawn upon by Ronald Reagan to
. . g Ty
characterize hié‘anti;Soviet"po1icies,and increased military éxpenditures'as.

common-sense adaptdtioﬁs‘tn a rea1\threat. The paﬁterh of his rhetorica\

. efforts is to establish a basic confexf of asqumpf1ons ahout.. Sov19+ ronducf

using the mefaphor of savaqery and a set of decivilizing veh1c1es as pr1marv

resources. . The resu1f1ng image is "literalized" fhrou%h an 1n+erp1av of
mefaphor and facfs 1n which the trope acts 1ike a powerfu1 maanet fhaf

attracts suoporf1ve evidence and repels 1ncons1sfpnf data. A,pres1dent1a1

3

persona incarnates. the people's voice and $peaks the community's mind to lend

a further note of rationality to the heroic call for a strong America.

.~
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One of the persistent objectives of ROna1d Reaqan S presldent1a1 rhef0r1c

4

has been to ral]y‘the nation around his image of the Soviet threat. Such

hawever, has not always been the case with "the great communicator” since he

. ' . o . 2 L
'emerged in 1964 as a prominent spokesman for the Repub\ican“cause. Within six
monfhs of his nat1ona11v te]ev1sed "jsland, oF frpedom" speech gn behal of
Barrv Goldviater's campa1qn for the pres1dency, Reaqan~ﬁad already. comprom1sed

his ant1—Sov1et rhet0r1c o) that,he might. increase his appeal *to the general.

~

ﬁﬁblic and thereby improve'his chances‘in Ca1ifnrnia's upcdminq qubérnatokia]

race. In a ser1es of appearances around the countrv desianed to solidify the

. .
[ e

§t111 undeclared cand1dafé s political hase’ and to enhance his 1maqe as an
' "inte1l1gent and rpasonab]e 1eader, the actor-turned-po11t1c1an carefully
avo1ded statempnts that m1th apoea] str1ct1v to conservative voters.

Nhenever speak1no hefore te]ev1s1on cameras or for pub11cat1on, Kurt. R1tter

1

qotes, Reaqan S campa1qﬁ'strateqy precluded him from stressing the Communist

+ -

-menaté It was on]y in unpub11shed talks to conservative groups that ReaqanA
dwelled upon the dangers of Cowmun1sm and warned oF the 1ife and death
strugale thaf would deferm1ne whether America's fre:dom and the vision of its .
forefathers rou1d endure.1 _”

Some, nofab1y political scientist Lance Bennett, will immediately
recognize Reagan S rhetor1ca1 ebb and flow as a r1ass1c stratery for adapt1nq '
to ?he realities of election campa1qns Cand1datps must remain sufficiently
orthodox and ambiguous on the.issues to earn the support of a ma10r1tv among
the mu1t1tude of cqmpet1ng interest groups. According to Bennett's rule of

~

‘selectivity, successful candidates generally reserve their -explicit statements

of opinion on potentially volatile questions for presénta%ion to homngenous

]
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and sympathetic audiences under circumstances fhaf exc]ude the news media. 2
;7 What is espec1a11y 1nferest1nq about the first two vears oF Reagan s

pres1dency, however, is thaf he has chosen to emphasize the verv same’ 1ssue

"that he deemphasized in 1965 in order to profect an early b1%‘for po11t1ca1;

office. Now he is atfempting to presenf as reasonab]e an at+1fude toward fhe .

Sov1ef Union fhaT he feared over f1fteen vears ago m1th underm1ne his 1maqe

as an 1nfe111qent and moderate spokesman for middle Amerwca. Clear]yi jhe

! .

'campa1qn for pub11c opinion d1d not. sudden]v cease once the elecf1on was won,

. -

for. there are a1wavs other e1ect1ons ]usf over the hor1zon an{ﬁnany uses +to be

-~

made of pub11c opinion in the meantime. Nor can it be said- that Reaqan‘s
strident ant1-Commun1sm is bevond controversv or above cr1f1c1sm in fhe
1980s. Even\as fhe Pre51dent 3 persona1 popu]ar1tv remains fairly high,
'recenf measuremenfs of pub1c opinion by f%o}ge Gallup 1nd1cafe that the
" ma10r1fv of Amer1cans desire 1mproved re1at1ons with the, Sov1ef Union, not.

o

© more ronFronfa?1ons 3 Reagan has chosen, in other words, to take a clear
and d1st1nct sfand on an, 1ssue fhaf a1most 1nev1tab1v fhreafens to shatfer the
frag11e consensus of op1n1on he has cu1t1vafed so carefully for so long and

‘re11ed upon so heavily fo esfab11sh his present base “of po11f1cal power. '\A

" Yet poT1f1ca1 power amounts to more ‘than. an end 1n}1tse1f Its valde is,

determ1ned as we]] by ‘the qoa]s 1f can be made fo serve In Ronald Reagan‘s
case, the ends of power include the red1rect1on of- Amer1can foreian po11cv and
augmenfaf1on of military might to preserve the naf1on from eventual defeat bv
its Sov1ef adversarv 4 Thus the President's anti-Soviet rhefor1c, now.
primarily in the serv1ce of his fore1qn po11cy goals, plays an essen}1a11y;

’ ;d1fferenf role vis- a- v1s pub11c opinion fhan in 1965. Whereas his first

priority prev10us1y was to secure a base of political power, his present

concern is with ma1nfa1n1ng a maximum degree of supporf for the policies of
_ ‘ : A
@ B . ' : ”

,.-‘._,‘__“ N 5

-
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o his new adm1n1sfrat1on. hafher than backinqbawav.fron anfi-Soviet rhetoric.

w when it fhreatens h1s cohmand over pub11t 0p1n10n, Reagan as Pres1dent

..
. : advances with the intent of faking his casg against America's nymber one enemy
N - ° -
3 sound as reasonab1e as possible so fhaf his pn11c1es may u1t1mate1v preva11

-

/ﬂ[From the p01nt of -view of his cr1t1cs, however--to borrow a phrase from Murray
o Ede]man--Reagan s words are succeeding even as his po11c1es fa;1 That ig, a -
flawed po11cy is be1nq perce1ved as successfu1 because of how it s
svmbo1i7ed 5 Whichever: v1ew one takes, fhaf of fhe Pr951dent or his ~v !
critics, it is most 1nstrucf1ve to exam1ne the symbo1ic resources drawn upon
.by Reaqan to reassure ‘Americans and fhe1r a111es of the es sent1a1 ra|1oha11ty '
. . of his stance aqa1nsf the Russhans. Spec1f1ca'|1y,,1 will d1scuss in this |
v paper +he Pres1dent s strateqv of speaking "coﬁmon sense" about. fhe Soviet.
threat as he attempts to counfer apprehens10ns that h1s fo<e1qn po11cy is
indeed problematic. ' - . ,'\ )
| At the heart of Reagan s- rhetorical strateqv is the mefaphor of SOV1ef |
savagery, which estab11shes the interpretive set, or rontext of assumpf1ons, - v
‘that the rema1nder of his logic 1arge1y depends upon for its coherence." The
mefaphor extends to three issues 1n Reaqan S d1scuss1on of foreign affa1rs
(1) What is the character of the Sov1ef threat? (2) What is America’ s proper
response7 and (3) Can peace be achieved jn'a nuc ear world? B : o
To these quesf1ons, the Pres1denf has responded f1rsf that fhe Un1fed
States faces a barbarous enemy who has been S1n§¥e-m1nded1y pauring every
~ .resource 1nfo ‘the mak1ng of 1nsfruments of desfruct10n" while the intended =
victim has been na1ve1y d1sarm1nq in pursu1t 6f an illusive defente.si S
, Consequently, -a “w1ndow of vu]nerab111ty" has opened wh1ch 1eopard1zes the..

7
c1v111zed world's peace and freedom.’~ That is the threaf Serond

Amer1ca s- proper response is to prepare 1tse1f to dea] w1th the barbar1an from

‘.‘




a position of. sfrenqth As Reaqan has put it, the Soviets "respect only T
4 .
strength and reso1ve in their ‘dealings W1th other nat10ns 8 Becadse the

Russ1an brute undersfands and responds to only raw force fhe ‘United States

must rebu11d its convenf1ona1 -and nuc]ear arsena1s, thus 1nsur1nq a marg1n of

safety at ]east femporar11y o : S ' L

e’

Yet, on the third maffer -even Pres1denf Reagan has. admifted that peace

.in a. nuc]ear world is precarious at best Lf one 's Tast defense is the

cr9d1b1e threat of nuc]ear refaT1at1on, then pne must. he prepared to risk

\

human exf1ncf10n or abandon the defeﬁse of c1v111zaf1on As Rpaqan fo1d L,

Par11amenf on June 8, 1982 _ ) *»*f{ ' I ' . A

Voo We: see around us fodav the marks of our ferr1b1e d11emma--pred1ct1ons of im
doomsdav, ant1 nuclear demonstrations, an arms race in which fhe wesf
must, for its own protpct1on, be an unW1111nq part1c1panf At. fhe samé 4 —— e
‘time 'we see tofa11tar1an forces 1n the “world who seek subvers10n and

— 0 o

'con‘11ct around the q]obe to furfher fhe1r barbarous asqau1t on the humaﬁ'u :

':_ o sp1r1t " What, then, 15T;ur course7 Musf c1v111zaf1on perish 4n a hail \
’ of fiéry»atoms7 Must freedom W1fher in a qu1ef deaden1ng accommodaf1on

with tofalifarian‘evi179 ' ’ ‘~"_ o ' ’ .

"It is- the President's response to th1s question of how to prevent war’

. ' ‘permanently w1fh0uf capitulating to Commun1sm fhaf most. c]ear]v revea]s ‘his
. : depéndence on the metaphor;of savagery, for his answervis to secure the reiqn,
o : L Y : T
' ~ of peace by civilizing the barbar1an v .

In the shorf run, the Russian bear can be held at bay by the sfrenqth of

Western arms a1one. But the grand vision cal]s for more fhan s1mp1v -
’cqntaininé the enemy. Civilization actually will “transgend“‘ComNUn1sm.anq'
thereby "preserve freedom as well as peace! bj establishing the “cdnditions of
freedom and democracy as rapidTy as possible in all countries," in¢1uding the

. N . . ) 2
,

o
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e v

U.S.S.WZ. Thus Reagan has called upon his countrymen.and'their allies to
follow him on "a crusade for freedom." As he told the Buhdestag, June 9,
1982, "We hust build a cefhedrag of peacé, wheré nations are safe fnom war and
where people néed not fear for their 1iberties."10 ) )
A]thoughﬂthe metaphor of savagery;is essential to Reagan's anti-Soviet.

loaic, he does not depend solely nor even primarily on its most blatant usage.

Instead, he reqularlyv reintroduces the image someWhat”horerqbt1y through a

. . . . o + : ’
- number. of decivilizing vehicles, which range frgm the inanimate and:physical

{ . . .
forces 'of nature to the satanic and profane acts of men. In this manner, he

triggers an archetvpa1 metaphor and ifs common-sense ‘perspective without .

.

appear1ng overly redundanf or ca111nq SO murh atfent1on to 1fs 11m1fat1ons as

11

the explanation of the Kremlin's conduct. Eight catpq0r1es of fhese

decivilizing vehiclcs are readily i]]ustrated in the Pre51dent's fqre1gn
policy discournse. "For instance:.

M o
I. The Sov1ets as, Inanimate and ths1ca1

o

Reagan told the people of Vest Ber11n that fhf1rs was "a me9t1nq
"p1ace of 11ghf "and sh;dow, tyranny and Freedom To *be here is fru]V
to stand on freedom's edqe and in the shadow of a wa11 fhaf has rome
to symboJ1ze all that is darkest in the world. fodav to sense how
shining and pr1ce1ess--and how much 1in need of cnnsfant vigilance and
protection our 1egacy of ]1berty 1s."1? At the Unﬁfed Nat1ons, he -
referred to fhe Berlin Wall as "a grim, arav monument. to
repress1nn. W13 Before fhe Bundestag, he spoke of "the gale of
}ntim%dation that blows from the east."5  And in the State of the
ernion'address:o% January 26‘ 1982, fhp President warned that we muét
wlb

§¢. not "fa11 under the shadow of SOV1Pf power.’

I1. The Soviets as Animals




6
i L . ) » . ' . \\
»  The Russians, Reagan told Parliament, "muzzle the self-expression” of
their peop]e.16 o ‘ t

II1. The Sovieté as Primitives "

In their "barbarous assault onf %he human spirit," the Soviets have

i . ‘ 7 S ,
- resorted to "clubs against the Polish peop]e.“lj But. the West will ‘

not be "bullied into fatalism."18
o : IV.; The Soviets as Machines . = ) s

. ¢
, They are "instruments of destruction" and efficient "machines of
’ - . wa ulg C ) ‘

V. The Sov1efs as Cr1m1na1s : o ,

They resort to "crue] exfremes“ and have erecfed a "murder. ;

barrier.' w20 They.are prepared "to.commit any crime, to lie, to

7

‘ | cheaf “21 c | ; : : '
I / N
VI, The Soviets as Menfa]]v D1sfufhed ? , _ «

Thev are, as Reaqan told fhe rommencemenf audience at Eurekd College,

-

"a world power of such’deep fears, hostilities; and external

. o ambitions. "% ]
= " VIT. The Soviets as Fanatics and Ideologues
) . S ~
# It is "that religion of theirs, which is Marxist-Leninism" tha’ makes

23 | V

.

them so immune to practica] reason."

VIIT. The Soviets as 5afan1c and Profane - Lo

In the Prpqtdenf s words, "the forces of qood" musf ultimatelv rally

if they are to "triumph over evil." The "great c1v111zed ideas" of

- "individual liberty, representative government, and the rwe of law
under God" are "menaced" by an "evil neighbor." Communism, 1ike |
v . - -} a
fascism, has glorified "the arbitrarv power of the state" while deny- -

ing "“the exis*ence of God" and "those God-given liberties that Fre |




oo a0
the 1na11enab1e right of each person on this planet. w Theirs is a
“tota11far1dh evil," an "ideology . . . W1TH§UT God "24
. o . Th; reéurrence of fhe savagery metaphor thrnugh these severa]
| dec1v11121nq vph1c1es is Reagan s principal means of kesving berre the public -
a perspect1ve from wh1ch to see the facts of Sov1et_m1scnnduct.‘ Political
reality, in this case as in all otheré,Ais a function of metaphor; which
1fself is bevond ver1f1caf1on by direct observat1on Such 1mages "involve the
c*enf1nn rather fhan the d1sc0vpry of 11k9noss "2? They provide starting
~ points fpr construct1ng political realities which soonAbepome self-contained
interbretations in the gyiéé of indépéndent]y verified truths and common-sense
axioms ‘As Kenneth Burke obser?es, "From what we :want to arrive at, we der’ e 4
our ways of getf1nq there, a1fhough 1he convpnt1ons of Togical exposition '
usua]]y present. things the othpr way round n2b The vehlcle Qf savagery 1is
more-than just compared to the_tenor of Soviet conduct in!Reagan'é'scheme of
interpretation. ‘Both are treated as ‘one and the same, a herae% thaf ndt only
] A v foreshadows fhe Prws1dbnf s cohc]us1on but a]qn plays an eqsent1a1 role :n the
| presenfat1on of h1s rhetoricail proofs of fhoce conclusions.
Reagan's proofs are.1mportant to his str&tegy of speaklng common sense
- about the Soviet threaf. bpcauee the image of savaqerv must .not appear as a
’ N metaphor‘or mere f{gure of speech.' It must stand as a 11fera1 statement. ahnuf
.the Kremlin's hoStilg'intentions, wh1ch entails Pmp1r1ca1vconf1rmat10n—-nust
What the President's rﬁetorica] proofs are meant t.o suggest.27 Yet, the 3
_,1itera1iza£10n of the image nrequires use of the tropetitse1f to'interpret the
figns'of its own verification. ‘Withou% the metaphor of savagery, Reagaﬁ's
"evidence" -is sutiect to recasting»iﬁ'snme mold other thanARussian'hosti1ity.

R ¢
The President's use of historical examples at the United Nations on June

L) >~

17, 1982/1i1lustrates this intérp1ay of métaphor and evidence. First, he

5 .

o
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introduced the met&bhor to characteri@e the record of.Soviet conduct. following

the war against Nazi @ermany. In his words, "Since World War 11, the. record

-

of tvrdnnv has inc]uded Soviet violation of the Yalfa _agreements leading to ¢
dom1nat1on of Eastern Europe, symbo11zed bv the Berlin Wa11--a grim, qrav
monument to repression thaf I visited 1usf a week ago. It includes the
fakeovers of Czechos]ovak1a, Hunqarv and Afghan1stan, and the rufh]ess
‘repression of the prﬂud ‘people of Po]and "Z‘Z,Next by way of contrasts,

Reagar. informed his audience fhaf Amerwca has been "the leader in serious

o

disarmament and arms control proposals" since the end of World Har 1. As he

r

told the story:

In 1946, . .. . the United.States submitied&a proposal for coptrol of

L] -

nuclear wéhpons'and.nuc1edr energy by an international authority: The

A

- Soviets rejected thig plan. Tn 1955, President Eisenhower made his "Open

$kies" proposal . . . . The-Soviete reiected this plan. In 19@3,‘theﬁ

Limited Test Ban Treaty . . . . In 1970,.the Treaty on *he Non-Prolifera-

tion of Nue1ear Weapons . . . . In the early 1970s, again an Unitedv |
States urging, agreemenfé were.neached between the United-StateS and_the
U.S.S.R. prov1d1ng for ce111ngs on some categories of weapons. Théyv
“could have been more meaningful if Soviet actions had shown restraint
and commi tment to stab111ty at 1;wer 1eve1s of force . .. In reality”
[there fo]]owedﬁ an unprecendenfed.bu11dup of m111fary weapons  and the/
'f1ar1ng nf aqqresskon and use of force in almost every req1on of the
3 wor1d.'. . . The task at hand is-to assure civilized behavior among
' néfinns(; . .?9 | o *
"Theée examp1es‘at first glance may seeh to provide independent. empirical

grounds C?r 1nferr1ng fhe obiective realitv of Soviet savagery. lote, though,

thaf as Reagan recounts post- -World War ]I events, his narrative selectively

A




i./ '

’

- contrasts America's peace initiatives, positive motives and the 1ike‘with the

v -

An audience caught up.in Reagan's dr

. .
3 N

Kremlin's abrupt reiections, broken :freements, and uneib]ainéd'aqqressions.

Soviet Union's'unwi11inghess to éo along with what seems bbvious]y the right

thing - to do. Only the ubiquitous metaphor of savagery exp]aih§ such evil

’

cpnducf. That. is, enly a barbarian nation could feil to identify with the
highest. ideals of'civi1ii§fiﬁﬁfié%er€§1 peace and liherty for humankind. As

Turbhvne would éay, the metaphnr we adopt determines "our attitude toward the

n3n " ‘

facfs. Thus the facts prove Reagan's’point bhecause his wmetaphor directs

W

attentinn away from any other point of view. His argument makes common sense -

because there is no other sense %o be made of the evidence he presents, unless

of course an é‘fernafive metaphor comes ta mind. But that is un]ike1y, for as

AN

Ede]man exp1a1ns, “mefaphors -permit men to 11ve»1n a world in which fhe causes

are simple and neat and fhe remedies are apparenf " To cope with ' ' ‘

-

comp]icated’empiricaﬂ world" we "hold to. a re]atxve1y few, simple, archetypal

31 In short, to

_~=‘

paraphrase Ernest Bormann and ‘James E. Combs amongd ofhers, the Pres1denf

myths, of which the conspiratorial enemy" is a central one.’

creates political reality W1rh a fantasy that cuts through the ambiquity and

confusion, even 1'nher‘ent absurditv, of international affairs.32

P—

Reagan's savaqerv mefaphor acts like a powerful magnet that attracts
eupporf1ve evidence and repels 1neons1sfenf data. For 1nsfance h1s televised
address to the nation an November ?2 1982 1nc1uded electronically an1mafpd
graph1cs which contrasted U.S. blue w1fh much larger represenfaf1ons of Sovietf

red in selected areas of defense spénding and nuclear weaponry, thus "proving"

A

:the enemy's militarv superiority and aggressive design.33 Predictably,

_critics quickly pointed to other statistics which "demonstrated"” certain U.S.

i

strenéths and America's overall nuclear paritv with #he U.S.S.R. Some even

' 12
.

. A
ut'gv experiences frustration over the :




e

‘. L

araued that production .of the MX missile, labelled the “peacekeeper" by . -

:Reagan, would give the U.S. a "first strike" capability that would destabilize

the nuclear balance gnd eséalaté the arms racé,?4 ‘The'Président's,response'
was to ignore the evidencé presented by opponeﬁts of the military bui]d up,
but o ca§f1qafe the news med1a for confus1ng The issue by 0v9r1ook1ng the
facfs of Soviet belligerence presenfed in The speech of November 22. He
romp1a1ned, in his first news conference of 1983, that fhe "constanf drumbeat“.

of the med1a (here even fhe media are savaqes\ has caused the public ‘

4

‘unnecessary concern over 1nqreases in m111tary spending. "On the chart, g he

\J

- said in apparent reference to two o? the charts Featured in his televised

. speech "you' w111 find that in constant dollars the fU. S 1 defense budget is

.

1usf about fhe same as it's 'been- a]T the wav back to 1962. You w11{ also find

~ that as a percentage of aross nationa1’product it is smaller ' than it was in

the . . . Eisénhower and Kennedy years. "35

Yet, as Reaqén emphasized in
November, Soviet spend1ng ‘during this period of U.S. moderation "has gone up

and, up and up,“ ‘1eaving the enemy with a "der1ded advantage" in. "virtually

.36

. every measure 'of m111farv poWer In shnrt that which is cnns1sfenf with

’

the essent1a1 truth of Rwss1an barbarism is what should.be emphas1zed and

|

remembered. ' All e]se is 1rre1evanf m191ead1nq, and(pnworfhv of consideration

«

by "realists.'

~

,Iﬂﬁ’g;es1denf\s%6xvqona is sf111 another resource for symbolizing the
cormmon-sense 1ogic behind his defense spending‘initiafives. The speech/of

Novembeg 22 is a qrod example of that easy, unhurried ca]m 5fv1e of delivery

. . o 4 . t‘i}
with which he Tooks directlyv into the audiences co]]ecf1vp eye {% fe11 them

in fhe most candid ferms fhaf one- s1ded arms reducfions invite Soviet

aggression. .As R1ffer points ouf Reagan used similar fact1cs in 1965 to come

across as "a‘sens1b]g, reasonab1e~guy. ' He made every effort to appear as

) - g 13
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“though he was. speakinq spontaneously rafhes than from a\nanuscriﬁt he drew

upon "commonp]ace ]okes," he quoted from respected scho]ars and 11terarv

’

f1gures, and he presented severa] facts--including stat1st1cs which were

Zinterspersed with "unceldted and unsupported genera]izations."37 In so many

ways, Reagan as President continuesto buﬁti?ate.the ethos of good sense and
'y

' goodW111 that the public desires of its leaders. Commonp]aces and everyday

ana10q1es infuse h1s enthvmemes witth rhetorical force by identifying the

speaker with the audience's -beliefs and values. '“And, ves, it is sadly

; ironic," he tells the nation, "that in these modern times it still takes "

weapons to prevent war. I wish-it did not." If we don't modernize our

antique weapons, the old age of which already has claimed too many lives among

our young men and women in un1form, then the Soviets "have 1itf1e incentive to

- negotiate w1th Us. « . . They wou]d know we were b]uff1ng W1fhout .a good hand

because they know what cards we hold--just as we know what is in their hand."
Above all else, "Our children should not grow up frightened. They shouﬁd not,
fear the future. . . .-We must reassufe them . . . that their parents . e e
are seek1nq . . . to keep them eafe . . : .“ If seeing is believing, in the
best of midwestern fradit1on$ Reagan shows Americans the truth of the matter

with the aid of his co]or—éoded charts. His placid tones invite everyone to

submit to reality, even if the truth is somewhat, unpleasant. His sincere gaze

is directed to his riotes just briefly to reassure viewers of his accuracy in
quoting "the phi]osophe} Spinoza," who said, "Peace is a virtue, a stane of |
mind, a dispositiqn;for benevolence, confidenee, justice."38 These are_the
qua]ities‘a Teader shares with his people to symbolize a community of thought-
and bolster their confidence in staying the course.

Indeed, the success of the rhetorica]vReagan depends 1arge1y on his

A\l
appeal to common-sense principles drawn from -images of Soviet savagery that

14
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-cértainty as well as appeals to a compelling myth.

”

have been 1jteralized by the facts and certified by an incarnation of the
people's voice. It may we]f_be "there is a heroic adfa sﬁrroundiﬁg Reagan's
rhetoric," as Ha]ﬁer,Ffsher’argues, which "appeals to ego, to one's conviction
that one can face any haiard or hardship and prevail.” Fisher pointé out tha£
such optimism is founded on displays of honesty, sincerity, innocence,‘and ‘

39 I am content to add

that those whonwou1&Jsupp1ant the heroic view of the Soviet'menace cannot 7

‘also search out a myth as compelling as the one Reagan stretches into a

easily succeed without some alternative to the President's metaphor. Their

task is much larger than simply rejecting the savagery motif as "“intellectual

. primitivism and naivete unpardonable in a great governmeﬁt."40 They must

definition of political reality. In his hands, an archetype has been °
carefully crafted to fulfill its essential function of making common sense

where confdsion might otherwise prevail within the po]ity.
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